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The development of the Behavior Analysis Program at the University of Nevada through self-
capitalization is described. With this model, both doctoral and master's degree programs were es-
tablished at almost no cost to the university. Some of the problems encountered along the way,
including gaining support for the original proposal, attracting and retaining high-quality faculty,
engendering support from the Department of Psychology and the university, developing resources,
and balancing academic with entrepreneurial demands are discussed, as are the solutions we have
found for those problems.
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There was a time when behavior
analysis programs could be established
out of experimental programs or hu-
man service departments. Times have
changed. Despite the need for them,
graduate programs in behavior analysis
don't spring up like they used to, both
because of limited resources and the
political realities of modem depart-
ments of psychology. Facing this prob-
lem at the University of Nevada, we
made the department an offer they
couldn't refuse. We offered to establish
a doctoral program and a professional
master's program in behavior analysis
at virtually no cost to the university.
We now have a nationally visible and
growing Behavior Analysis Program.
This paper describes how it was done.

THE CORE IDEA:
SELF-CAPITALIZATION

Our first idea was to have state agen-
cies that needed trained behavior ana-
lysts fund the program. Even before
approaching the department we spoke
to state administrators, such as the
head of the state's Division of Mental
Hygiene and Mental Retardation. After
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several abortive attempts to obtain the
needed funds from state agencies, it
became clear that this would not work.
But we learned that these agencies
were already paying private, not-for-
profit vendors for services that behav-
ior analysts knew how to deliver. The
essence of our final plan came togeth-
er: The university would become a
vendor. By delivering needed services
to the state and community on a fee-
for-service basis, we would generate
revenue for faculty salaries, student sti-
pends, and the other costs of mounting
and running the program. Faculty
would manage these programs, and
students would be trained in them.

Because we wanted a graduate pro-
gram of behavior analysis, not just an-
other behavioral service agency, fac-
ulty roles would be just like those of
other faculty members in the depart-
ment, and they would be evaluated for
merit raises and promotions using the
same standards and procedures. Fac-
ulty would have office spaces in the
Department of Psychology, would
have normal faculty voting rights, and
would participate in department and
university committees. There were
only two differences: These lines
would be nontenure track, and behav-
ior analysis faculty would run applied
programs to pay for their salaries.
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The Proposal

The plan itself was more than a year
in the making, and was based on nu-
merous meetings with heads of human
service divisions in the state govern-
ment, university administrators, and
department faculty. The formal propos-
al to the Department of Psychology
outlined the academic curriculum, the
funding model, the potential benefits to
the department and the university, and
foreseeable problems. To make it easy
to say "yes," the proposal requested
only probationary approval of the pro-
gram for 5 years. To attain permanent
status, the program had to (a) attract
and retain qualified students in num-
bers sufficient to sustain it, (b) contrib-
ute to the well-being of other depart-
mental programs, (c) be mounted with
the resources envisioned, and (d) gen-
erate continued state support and the
placement of students in positions ap-
propriate to their training.

The Five-Year History of the
Program

When the plan was approved, we ad-
mitted three doctoral students and one
master's student during our first year of
operations. The program had only one
full-time faculty member, but it was
possible to mount the curriculum be-
cause of the involvement of other fac-
ulty in the department and practicum
supervision and occasional teaching
from behavior-analytically oriented
psychologists in the community and
from other units in the university.
The program generated $56,000 that

first year, all from the State Division of
Mental Hygiene and Mental Retarda-
tion. Their most pressing need was day
training for a small number of mentally
retarded adults with extremely chal-
lenging behaviors. These individuals
had not been successfully integrated
into other community-based service
delivery programs because the techni-
cal expertise to deal with their chal-
lenging behaviors had been lacking.
Graduate and undergraduate students,
working for academic credit in practica

or field experience classes, provided
the services under the direction of the
program director. The graduate school
awarded a half-time graduate assistant-
ship for 1 year as a start-up investment,
and two other half-time assistantships
were generated from program funds,
such that each of the doctoral students
had partial funding.

At the beginning of the second year,
the university picked up one seventh of
the program director's salary, and one
fifth was absorbed by the newly funded
Nevada University Affiliated Program
(a federally funded disabilities assis-
tance program). During this year we
developed a new service project to
help people with developmental dis-
abilities obtain employment, which
was funded by a federal grant and by
the state. We admitted another cohort
of five students, each of whom re-
ceived some funding from two applied
projects. By the end of the second year
program revenue had increased to ap-
proximately $175,000, making it pos-
sible to hire a second full-time faculty
member. We graduated our first mas-
ter's student that year, and hired our
first administrative staff member.
The presence of a new member on

our team brought in new sources of
funds and permitted diversification of
activities by the existing member. A
number of new consultations were es-
tablished, among which were contracts
with two county school districts to pro-
vide behavioral consultation to special
education teachers, a contract for tech-
nical support to the local Association
for Retarded Citizens, and a training
and support contract with a large not-
for-profit corporation in Illinois. Our
day training and supported employ-
ment projects continued to grow. By
the end of the third year, program rev-
enues had increased to $250,000. We
hired additional support staff, but
struggled through another year without
hiring another faculty member.
By the fourth year, the applied pro-

grams were successful enough to pay
for research assistants for the faculty.
In recognition of our self-capitalization



GRADUATE PROGRAMS 333

efforts, we were permanently awarded
another half-time graduate assistant-
ship by the College of Arts and Sci-
ence. We brought in $350,000 that
year. In the fall of 1994 we hired our
third member to spearhead our service
delivery programs in developmental
disabilities. There were now nine mas-
ter's students and 15 doctoral students
in the Behavior Analysis Program. A
new project for autistic children was
launched this year in connection with
Ivar Lovaas's program in Los Angeles.
The day training and supported em-
ployment programs had grown consid-
erably, and all of our other contracts
had been sustained. In addition, we
took on the task of comparing a per-
sonalized system of instruction (PSI) to
traditional lectures in the department's
chronically poorly rated introductory
psychology classes.

That same fall the program was
taken off probation. This was not po-
litically difficult because every criteri-
on had been clearly met (confirming
the wisdom of our original decision to
create very specific criteria for judging
success). Program revenue had grown
to approximately $500,000. We had 29
graduate students and two administra-
tive staff members, and were searching
for a fourth faculty member. We were
by now being regularly used by upper
administrators to show how innovative
the university was in dealing with bud-
getary shortfalls. When the budget
crunch eased for 1995-1996, we were
awarded an additional 0.5 of a hard-
money faculty line, 1.5 new graduate
assistantships from the University, and
over 11,000 square feet of space in a
newly acquired building for the admin-
istration of our service delivery pro-
jects. When we showed how much bet-
ter PSI did compared to the traditional
teaching method in Psychology 101,
additional support for this project was
provided by the university, including
$18,000 in faculty salary support.
The growth of the program, in terms

of number of students and financial
revenues, is shown in Figure 1. As we
enter our sixth year we are in the pro-
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impact on the field of behavior analy-
SiS.

PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS
In the section that follows, we will

review the problems this model of pro-
gram development presents and solu-
tions that we have developed. Some of
these solutions we are only now imple-
menting, but most of what we have to
say in this section has been tested and
found to be useful, at least in our set-
ting.

Gaining Support for the Original
Proposal

We were able to launch the program
with very little opposition. The depart-
ment had a behavioral tradition (due to
Willard F Day), but at the time of the
proposal there were only a few behav-
iorally oriented faculty in the depart-
ment and all were in the clinical pro-
gram. Three factors seemed to be most
helpful.
Propose low initial costs. In the ini-

tial phase of program development, we
asked for almost nothing from the de-
partment, other than their willingness
to allow us to try to succeed on our
own. Our consistent approach was (and
is) to give more than we receive and to
ask for resources only on the basis of
program success. By making increased
resources only a vague and remote
consequence of success rather than a
specific, necessary, and difficult ante-
cedent to it, the department was in a
position to vote on the idea of a suc-
cessful program rather than on the need
to divert existing resources to such a
program.
Do your homework. A great deal of

political work was done to make sure
that the support was there for the pro-
posal, including repeated individual
meetings with almost all of the psy-
chology faculty, repeated drafts of the
proposal, meetings with all the major
university administrators, meetings
with agency heads and others who
might provide support for the project,
and so on. In the meeting in which the

program was approved, one experi-
mental faculty member joked that he
was voting positively "just to keep
Steve from coming to my office
again."
Help everyone win. By agreeing to

good citizenship as a component of the
evaluation criteria, we made clear our
intention to help, not threaten, other
programs. For example, we made clear
that behavior analysis faculty would
teach courses outside of the behavior
analysis core, and would help to fund
students from other programs.

Attracting High-Quality Students

Training programs cannot exist with-
out students, and attracting students to
a brand new program requires strate-
gies of student recruitment and reten-
tion that differ from those of more es-
tablished programs. Our first students
were primarily high-quality undergrad-
uates from the University of Nevada
who were actively recruited on the ba-
sis of class performance. Initially, we
also recruited very heavily from col-
leagues and friends.
Take some calculated risks. The pro-

gram was willing to take some risk on
students who were known to be hard
working and capable but who had only
acceptable standardized scores. On av-
erage, however, we were careful not to
admit students with graduate record
exam scores and grade point averages
below the generally accepted standards
of other programs in the department,
because this could have created long-
term political problems for the pro-
gram regardless of the actual success
of these students.

Student funding and information. An
advantage of our funding model is that
financial support was available to all
students almost immediately. The pro-
gram also adopted a thorough admis-
sions procedure including, most es-
pecially, a day-long interview with the
program faculty and students. The self-
capitalization model is a very demand-
ing one for graduate students, and they
must be made aware of its challenging
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nature. The interview also gives poten-
tial students an opportunity to feel the
excitement and camaraderie that exists
within the program, which is probably
its single most attractive feature to po-
tential students.

Attracting High-Quality Faculty
Potential faculty do not readily un-

derstand the self-capitalization ap-
proach to program development. Most
people in the academic community
view soft money lines as temporary,
year-to-year positions. The model we
are describing produces true faculty
lines that are "semi-soft" because they
are permanent as long as the program
succeeds. When these distinctions are
made and appreciated, many faculty
find the total package attractive. We are
careful to hire faculty in a formal, dig-
nified process that involves a full
search committee with members from
other departmental and university pro-
grams, visits from a number of candi-
dates, and a full departmental vote.
Hirefaculty with broad interests. We

have sought faculty who have had
broad rather than narrow training. We
are a behavior analysis program, not
just an applied program. We have
avoided faculty with sole interests in
basic behavior analysis, or applied be-
havior analysis, or behavioral philoso-
phy-we want all three. If projects col-
lapse, faculty will have to develop new
ones, and narrowly trained faculty are
inherently less able to do so.

Sustaining Students
Active efforts are required to sustain

students in the very challenging roles
they must acquire in this program
model. The need for adequate financial
support is especially important because
the high program demands will not
permit extensive outside work to sup-
plement finances. We have been care-
ful to pay for tuition and fees in accord
with the standard set by other programs
within the department and have been
able at times to supplement student as-
sistantships with additional work in the

summer, travel support, research sup-
port, equipment, and office space.
Team building. Even more than the

financial support, however, is the emo-
tional support that comes from a sense
of team spirit and positive relations
within the program. We have adopted
a number of methods to foster this,
such as having hospitality suites at
conventions, helping with the Behav-
ioral Follies at ABA, taking group pic-
tures of the students and faculty, host-
ing frequent parties, and the like. In
our junior colleague model, students
are treated as professionals in training
and not as social and intellectual un-
derlings. Students are well aware of the
financial arrangements that sustain the
program and are regularly informed of
the financial picture.

Another critical factor in sustaining
students over the medium and long
term is helping them to see where they
fit in the overall profession. We main-
tain a strong basic and applied research
emphasis. We involve students in proj-
ects as coauthors, even if they are be-
ing paid to perform this work. A fairly
large number of students go to regional
and national conventions together and
are able to assess how their training
has prepared them compared to stu-
dents in other programs. The combi-
nation of all these factors means that
students feel part of a team, know that
everyone is counting on them, see that
what they are doing is viewed as im-
portant, and realize that their prepara-
tion is solid.

Sustaining Faculty

It is not yet clear that the model we
have described can be sustained indef-
initely with all of the work demands
that it places on program faculty. We
have been able to sustain faculty by
building a strong team in which every-
one's success depends upon the group
pulling together. Faculty members re-
view financial information on the pro-
gram regularly and in a group setting
so that everybody knows exactly
which programs and projects are work-
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ing and which ones are not yet carry-
ing their weight. They receive teaching
credit for the various practicum super-
vision and project administration du-
ties, such that their formal classroom
teaching loads are somewhat lower
than other faculty in the department,
but their overall teaching load is not.
In addition, as resources have become
available, the faculty have been given
research assistants to enable them to
pursue their research interests more
vigorously. Finally, the faculty social-
ize together fairly regularly and find
opportunities to celebrate the success
of the program.
When new faculty are hired, we

place them into established projects. In
this way, junior faculty can generate
their salaries fairly easily by managing
existing projects successfully rather
than immediately having to launch a
new project. Faculty are expected over
time to develop their own projects,
grow their programs, submit grants,
and find other forms of outside finan-
cial support.

Engendering Support from the
Department

Developing and maintaining support
from the department is perhaps the
most challenging aspect of the self-
capitalization approach. Faculty in the
Behavior Analysis Program have reg-
ularly taught courses outside the be-
havior analysis curriculum at the grad-
uate and undergraduate levels. The
number of credit hours generated, and
its financial impact on the university,
are shown in Figure 2. Behavior anal-
ysis faculty participate in departmental
administration and serve on depart-
ment and university committees. They
are also subject to the same evaluation
and merit procedures as are in effect
for other faculty (e.g., if there is a sal-
ary freeze, the behavior analysis fac-
ulty are also subject to the freeze even
if program money is available). Final-
ly, the program has always been care-
ful to take care of its own administra-

Credit Hours Generated (90-94)
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Total Credit Hours Generated: 5,116
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Figure 2. The impact of the University of Ne-
vada Behavior Analysis program on credit-hour
production and financial input to the university.

tive needs and most of its student sup-
port.

Space. We have made sure that be-
havior analysis faculty have offices in
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the same area as other faculty and,
even if we've had to pay for it our-
selves, that these offices and are
equipped with proper phones, comput-
ers, and the like. Other space needs,
however, initially have been met
through outside agencies or through
space temporarily vacated by other
programs. By going slowly, the pro-
gram has acquired adequate and per-
manent space over a period of several
years without unnecessary rancor.
Good citizenship. Wherever possible

we've looked for ways to help the oth-
er programs. For example, if the ex-
perimental program is trying to recruit
a student and we are able to offer some
financial support for that student, we
have been quite willing to do so even
though we might have thought first to
support a behavior analysis student.
Many graduate students from other
programs have been supported.
Routine evaluation. Finally, we have

developed a rigorous approach to pro-
gram evaluation by keeping careful
record of publications and presenta-
tions, student qualifications, student at-
trition, the speed with which students
proceed through the program, and so
on. Examples of data of this kind are
shown in Figure 3. Such data have en-
abled us to give very detailed presen-
tations on the financial and educational
success of the program and its impact
on other aspects of the department and
the university. In addition to the impact
of the data themselves, the fact that
such detailed records are being kept re-
assures faculty that the program is pro-
ceeding responsibly.

Engendering Support from the
University

We have looked for opportunities to
bring the administration into the pro-
cess of program development. We meet
at least yearly if not more often with
high-level administrators such as the
Dean of the College, the Academic
Vice President, and the Associate Vice
President for Research to reiterate our
model of program development and to
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Figure 3. The academic productivity of grad-
uate students in the University of Nevada Be-
havior Analysis Program.

show program outcome data. These
meetings have served to bring the pro-
gram to mind as issues arose in the
state legislature having to do with such
things as university outreach efforts,
distance learning, undergraduate ex-
ternship experiences, how the univer-
sity has dealt with budget cuts, and so
on.
Know your institution's priorities. It

is important to understand the objec-
tives of middle- and high-level admin-



338 LINDA J. HAYES et al.

istration within the university and to
articulate program achievements in
terms of those objectives. For example,
the Behavior Analysis Program gave a
presentation to the Board of Regents to
show the university's creativity in min-
imizing the impact of state budget cuts.
Our PSI initiative is being used to ex-
plain how innovative efforts are being
made in the core curriculum. Our off-
campus master's program is being used
as an example of distance learning and
of the need for more money to be spent
on networking technology.

Indirect costs. Administrative sup-
port has been helpful in securing waiv-
ers of normal indirect costs on fee-for-
service contracts. We have been able
to show administrators that the tuition
and fees generated by the courses we
are teaching exceed in financial benefit
to the university the normal indirect
costs that would be expected in our
contractual arrangements (see Figure
2).
Funding for results. Administrators

are accustomed to hearing the constant
financial moans of department chairs
and program administrators. Our mes-
sage is extremely unusual and provides
welcome relief: We will achieve your
goals, and when we do we will want a
specific amount of resources to help
sustain our effort. The advantages of
this "funding for results" approach is
actively pointed out by us to adminis-
trators, who thereafter use it to deflect
resource demands from others. When
behavior analysis is publicly used as an
example of that kind, the commitment
to the program by the administration
increases accordingly.

Developing Resources

The key to the self-capitalization
model is the development of relations
with agencies and institutions outside
the university, and occasionally within
the university, for the provision of
needed services. We have been willing
to go wherever the financial and ser-
vice needs lead us, as long as what we
are doing is part of the professional

role of behavior-analytically oriented
psychologists. It is surprising how of-
ten agencies face problems that no one
wants to help them solve, even if the
funds are available. We meet regularly
with heads of state or regional agen-
cies, and our approach to them is al-
ways the same. We want to know what
their most difficult problems are. This
approach reassures agencies who have
been disappointed by the university in
the past and helps to avoid any sense
of competition with existing agencies.
Never for free. Training programs

are often in the ludicrous position of
begging for practicum sites from reluc-
tant agencies. Community agencies of-
ten fail to appreciate how much finan-
cial benefit is actually being provided
to them through student labor. To com-
bat this attitude, we have been careful
never to give away student resources
for free. We would rather work with
other agencies or launch our own pro-
grams, hire our own students, and pay
them what they're worth.

Balance

The self-capitalization approach re-
quires a kind of balancing act in sev-
eral areas.

Grants versus contracts. Grants are
important, but they cannot be a com-
plete replacement for fee-for-service
contracts because grants lead to buy-
outs that make it difficult to mount the
curriculum. The political and research
benefits of grant production have to be
balanced with the long-term program
benefits of fee-for-service contracts.

Business versus faculty roles. The
normal faculty role has to be balanced
with the business role of faculty in this
model. We have refused to modify the
academic standards for behavior anal-
ysis faculty simply because they are
also very busy generating their own
salaries. Anything else would mean a
two-tier system, with behavior analysis
faculty in a second class. That would
be lethal to the long-term viability of
any program in a self-respecting de-
partment. The solution has been to find
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ways of integrating these roles. For ex-
ample, research can be done within the
service delivery program run by the
faculty member, or organizational man-
agement practica can help to run the
program and produce course credit as
well.
Working for the program versus out-

side consultation. Faculty very quickly
learn how easy it is to develop consul-
tation and outside funding arrange-
ments. Faculty are tempted to increase
their income by developing contracts
outside of the program for themselves
as individuals. We have discouraged
this strongly, particularly if the consul-
tation occurs within the same geo-
graphical location as the university. To
do otherwise would mean that the Be-
havior Analysis Program would grad-
ually have its initiative and creativity
siphoned off into similar efforts under
the individual faculty members. In fact,
several times we have put consultation
contracts, which quite legitimately
could be secured and maintained by in-
dividual faculty, through the university
instead. The short-term loss has been
more than made up in the long-term
gain of a viable program.
Regular faculty versus special fac-

ulty. The different roles required of be-
havior analysis faculty have occasion-
ally led to suggestions that they should
be treated as another category of fac-
ulty such as research faculty, clinical
faculty, or administrative faculty. We
have successfully resisted all of these
attempts. Behavior analysis faculty are
viewed as regular faculty members.
They have full voting rights within the
department and the full slate of normal
expectations of faculty. By doing this,
the program has avoided being cor-
doned off into an intellectual corner of
the department.

CONCLUSIONS
Behavior analysis has a body of

knowledge, principles, and techniques

that are of direct benefit to many areas
of society. These areas will pay to have
access to these benefits. This is unlike
most divisions of academic psychology
that would have a hard time justifying
their existence on the basis of their
usefulness to society. Behavior analy-
sis as a field can and ought to use its
utility to its advantage.
Our model is admittedly challenging

and faculty must work very hard, but
there is great benefit. As universities
undergo budget cuts, we will be the
last to feel the cuts because we depend
so little on university funding. As de-
partment operating budgets are cut, we
will be the last to feel the cuts because
we get so little from the department
and have learned to prosper on our
own. As faculty lines stabilize and oth-
er programs are threatened or eliminat-
ed, ours will continue to grow. As stu-
dent support slots become tight, ours
continue to rise. As universities move
to eliminate programs or remove ten-
ure lines, we don't need to be con-
cerned.
Our Behavior Analysis Program is

now a formal part of the University of
Nevada at Reno and a permanent part
of the Department of Psychology. Over
time, we will secure more hard money
positions and more of the trappings of
a usual doctoral program, but we have
become acquainted with the benefits of
the self-capitalization approach and
even in the context of traditional forms
of support, we are unlikely to abandon
this approach. There is a useful contin-
gency built into this model. If we per-
form well, we succeed and our faculty
lines and program support are essen-
tially permanent. Conversely, if we fail
to work hard and to develop new ways
of demonstrating the importance and
relevance of our work, we will fail. As
behavior analysts, that is as it should
be.


